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ABSTRACT 

In reaction to the passage of the Rodda Bill (SB 696, 
1971 legislative session), this study concentrates on the instruments 
and procedures proposed for use in evaluating faculty at Glendale 
College (California) • The two proposals analyzed are administrative 
viewpoint and faculty opinion. The purpose of this paper is 
threefold: (1) to measure the implementation of SB 696 against the 

purpose of the bill and the guidelines developed by the Board of 
Governors of the California Community Colleges; (2) to attempt to 
compare administrative and faculty opinions regarding evaluation; and 
(3) to compare both proposals against the suggested evaluation system 
of educational theorists. The goals of SB 696 depend on several 
factors; (1) whether the legislature will give the academic community 
enough time to experiment and devise sound techniques; (2) whether 
the local boards are willing to make financial investments on the 
implementation of SB 696 ; and (3) whether the teachers themselves 
view this process as a useful one for the improvement of instruction. 
(RG) 
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During 1971, it bscume apparent to any casual observer of the 

legislative scene in Sacramento that some considerable changes vcre in 
prospect with regard to tenure at all levels of education: K-12 districts, 

co.nmunity colleges, state colleges, and the University* The sources of 
public and legislative dissatisfaction ranged from student tiots, faculty 
involvement in protests, and changed faculty mores to suspicions that the 
teaching profession was harboring or protecting many incompetants • It was 
also fueled by public concern over Icn^ scores on achievement tests adminis- 
tered at the lower levels of education and the increased militancy of the 
profession through the American Federation of Teachers and even the 
California Teachers Association. 

At any rate, bills were introduced into the legislative hopper 
ranging from modification to complete abolition of tenure. Most of these 
proposals were cither left in committees or else voted doX'Tn. Hovrever, tv/o 
important pieces of legislatic.i did emerge. The Stull Bill (AB 293) which 
affected t: a K-12 districts and the Rodda Bill (SB 696) relating to 
community colleges. 

In an analysis of SB 696, a number of things are of paramount 
importance. First of all, although tenure as a principle was retained, 
there were some modifications. One of the major changes is that dismissal 
proceedings for tenured instructors do not have to be adjudicated in the 
courtroom but Instead can be handled by either an Arbitrator or a Hearing 
Officer. His decision is final and binding unless procedural issues are 
involved. Another substantive change is that first-year teachers may be 
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dismissed at the discretion of a local hoard. The third change and the 
one \ 7 hich so far has occupied the time and attention of so many educators 
is the provision that all community college personnel, with the exception 
of superintendents, assistant superintendents, deputy superintendents, 
and presidents must be evaluated at least once every tx«> years. Beginning 
September i, 1972, plans and instruments must be devised which will rate 
tenured faculty, counselors, librarians, and administrators belw^ the 
rank of president. 

After the passage of SB 696, the Dean of Instruction at Glendale 
College vrrote a proposal which would serve as a catalytic agent. It was 
never intended as other than a preliminary document. It did not, for 
example, contain any instruments to facilitate the procedures. Hox>'ever, 
the plan v;hich he outlined did represent what he thought was germane to 
the evaluation process. Title "Procedures for Evaluation and Improvement 
of Instruction," it was submitted to the Faculty Senate. Simultaneously, 
the Senate directed its Instructional Affairs Committee, composed or one 
counselor and six other faculty members, to examine the proposal and to 
make any necessary additions or deletions. This Policy Development 
Procedure is eirq>loyed at Glsndale College to facilitate policy development. 
The Administration and Faculty Senate study proposals and co?mter-proposals. 
Differences are resolved in a conference co.amittee and then approved by 
the Executive Committee (composed primarily of administrators) and the 
Faculty Senate. If amendments are not approved by both groups, further 
conferences are arranged until, through a series of compromises, a final 
policy is adopted with which both faculty and administrators can live. 

If it is appropriate, the policy change is then sent to the Board of 
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Education through the Superintendent's office. 

As this paper is being TTritten, the two proposals are in the con- 
ference stage. It appears doubtful, however, that final agreement x-7ill 
be achieved much before mid-summer. Therefore, this paper does not present 
an anaylsis of the final product but rather, an analysis of t\sro documents 
— one, which is the product of administrative thinking, and the other of 
faculty opinion. Appendix A and Appendix B must not be construed as 
final positions, but rather as positions advanced prior to negotiation 
and conqjromise. 

This paper will concentrate on only one aspect of the mandate from 
Sacramento: the evaluation of faculty, and more particularly, an analysis 

of the instruments and procedures developed at Glendale College which seek 
to perfrom that task. It will try to measure the implementation of SB 696 
against the spirit of the Bill itself and the Guidelines developed by the 
Board of Governors of the California Community Colleges. Secondly, it will 
attempt to compare administrative thinking with faculty opinion in regard 
to evaluation. And finally, this paper will try to make some comparisons 
of the two proposals against what educational theorists have suggested as 
fundamental to a sound evaluation system. 

Although generally thought of as legislation dealing v/ith evaluation, 
the bulk of SB 696 is concerned with the procedural aspects of penalizing 
in some fashion the incompetant teacher or separating him from the profession. 
Very little is said about the evaluative process other than to Identify who 
is to be evaluated and how often* This, of course, was not acc dental. 

Acting upon the advice of various educator groups (1), the Legislature 
deemed it wise to allox7 the profession to construct the criteria of evaluation. 
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As comnunlty college educators read this hill, hotrever , with its 
emphasis on hou tenured teachers can and shall be eliminated, it is not 
surprising that many of the delegates to the December, 1971 San Francisco 
VTorUshop o£ teachers, administrators, and trustees echoed the sentiments 
of the Ad Hoc Committee on Tenure and Evaluation that evaluation should be 
for the purpose of improving education and not to be interpreted as 
authorizing any hind of ’Vitch-hunt” in the profession (2). This basic 
assun^tion was reinforced by the Guidelines on Evaluation adopted by the 
BOvird of Governors of the California Community Colleges and subsev]uently 
distributed to all community colleges in California (3). Those persons at 
Glendale College--both the Dean of Instruction and faculty— who were charged 
with the responsibility of implementing SB 696 were present at the San 
Franciscio Workshop, For this reason, the Faculty Senate of Glendale 
College included in its position advocacy of what amount to a "Bill of 
Rights" for teachers in the evaluation process. Quite clearly, they see 
the appraisal of teaching related solely to competence in the classroom. 

The administrative plan implies this but the faculty proposal spells it 
out in detail. Factors such as life styles, personal taste in clothing, 
or membership in professional organizations, for example, may not be brought 
within the scope of evaluation. Nor may anything which falls into the 
framex' 7 ork of the AAUP definition of academic freedom be a factor in judging 
faculty. It also reminds the evaluator that a lack of orthodoxy in the 
classroom cannot be used as a basis for rendering an unsatisfactory judge- 
ment (Appendix B, III, A-H) . 

VJhen we turn to the criteria of evaluation, we find that there is 
rather common agreement between faculties, administrators, and those 
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coimecte • T 7 ith the research and teaching function in Schools of Education. 
Almost all x'.^ncur that basic to any system of evaluation should be input 
from the evaluatee (self-evaluation), peer groups, administration, and 
students. There are, however, some differences of opinion as to the rela- 
tive weight each input is assigned. In a state-v^ide sampling of opinion 
conducted by Los Angelos Pierce College, most instructors ranked peer 
evaluation as the most useful followed by self-evaluation. Student 
participation was viewed T 7 ith less enthusiasm. The data on the state-T'ide 
sample do not provide a clear-cut positioning of the administrator’s 
role. Tlie pilot study which Pierce College made, however, durir.g the 
summer of 1971 in the Los Angeles Community College District Indicates 
that instructors preferred peer, administrator, student, and self 
evaluation in that order (11). 

At Glendale College, both the blueprint from the faculty and the 
administration plan place considerable emphasis upon self-evaluation. 

Both agree that the criteria should include expertise in subject-matter, 
techniques associated with Instruction and their affcctiveness, the 
reviev; of student evaluation, and responsibilities in the college or 
community other than teaching. 

The faculty suggests that the instructor answer a series of questions 
relating to subject-matter, techniques of instruction, etc. and how he 
or she is upgrading courses, instructional approaches and student rapport. 
Self-evaluation by its very nature tends to be subjective, but the question- 
naire tries to avoid this by asking very specific questions of the evaluatee 
such as 'Vhat have you been doing" and ’Vrhat are you going to do" in the 
future. This then becomes a clear objective and the Instructor can 
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suorjcqucntly measure ’.iiai: he read or ’;;hat courses he took to upgrade 
bis errpertlse in subject r'nttcr. In other u'ords, the instructor sets the 
goals and then later can judge hinself in terns of reaching those objectives 
iihrt teachers probably do nuch of this sort of thing subconsciously but 
the questionnaire T/hicii the facuj ty has devised forces everyone to deal 
equarely r.^ith the problem of goal-setting rnd goal -measurement . 

In the area of adjunct assignments, however, further questions could 
be asked relative to the goals the instructor set for the future in 
college or cormunity responsibilities. Such a response might veil take 
the direction of -rorking in the Faculty Senate, serving on divisional 
committees, becoming part of the Speakers Bureau, participating in the 
political life of the community, or joining a service club. The list 
IS endless. .Jhilc most instructors ^./ould probably agree that ell jef 
this taker, tine a’vay from teaching (2), the day is long past for instructors 
CO reriain isolated in the cloister of their subject or classroom. This 
is especially true, for example, as faculties ask for and receive shared 
roles in the governance fo their collegial instltiTtions . And not to bo 
dismissed too lightly is the responsibility which faculties must assume 



xaithin the community if they expect to receive continued support from the 
public , 

After self-evaluation is completed by the instructor, peer groups are 
then establiihed under both the administrative and faculty proposals to 
determine the teaching effectiveness of the instructor. The faculty 
limits the criteria to classroom performance; the Dean ejqjands this to 
include such factors as adjunct responsibilities (non-classroom) and 
participation in inservice programs. The peer groups begin by studying 
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tl'io Kolf-pvaluation form anf’ thon noet ■'■ith tl'>c cvaliiaiicc. Included 
T’ithln this frameTTorh are visits to the classroom, although some v?ould 
question this practice on the basis that they do not do their gest t?hen 
being "observed" (11). Cohen suggests, with regard to classroom visita- 
tion, that rater bias nay also intrude because there is no objective 
criterion (7). 

The Dean of Instruction and the Faculty Senate differ sharply x?ith 
each other in terns of the composition of the peer group evaluating non- 
cenured faculty. The Dean’s proposal suggests hinself, the Division 
Chairman and one tenured member of the Division selected by the evaluatee. 
Tliis is the practice currently employed at Glendale Ccllegc. The faculty 
plan elininates the Dean of Instruction from the evaluating team. The 
rationale is that the Dcan--who is not a subject-matter expert — -awnot 
possibly judge the value of the instructor’s goals. Also, by the nature 
of his job he has loyalties and responsibilities which may place him in 
conflict with the academic scene in the classroom; the implementation of 
Board policy and its Interpretation is often cited. iJith regard to tenured 
faculty, both the administration and the faculty agree that the Dean shall 
not be included. The only difference is that vrhile the faculty suggests 
that the Division Chairman or his designee be involved, the adminis trac- 
tive proposal mandates the Division Gliairman, In both plans, the second 
meniber of the team is a faculty person from the Division chosen by the 
evaluatee. The reason given for allo^'/ing the Division Chairman to designate 
someone else is the workload involved. Undoubtedly, this is also behind 
the Dean's suggestion that he be eliminated from the review of tenured 
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faculty at the firj;t level of evaluation. The r:a';;nxtudG of assessing 
fifty or sixty faculty each year staggers the imaginationl 

The conq>osltion of the evaluation team is a most Interesting 
dinension of the problem. At least one study has suggested that 
administrative revie^v of probationary teachers is the most reliable 
predictor of success (7), But the participants at the San Francisco 
’’Workshop could not achieve any kind of consensus on including 
administrators in the process of evaluation (2). The Ad Hoc Committee on 
Tenure and Evaluation recommended that administrators remain outside the 
process except to oversee and assure its integrity and academic soundness (1). 

The question of T^hcther to include administrators in the initial 
stage of faculty evaluation is related to another dimension of peer 
evaluation. Tlie presumption of faculty is that only within a discipline 
can the goals of the instructor be understood and therefore evaluated. 

The peer team Is expected to determine, for example, the instructor’s 
depth and breadth of knox/ledge and whether he maintains currency in his 
field. Exactly how is that to be determined? Expertise, all are agreed, 
is an important criterion, but hotr is it measured? Perhaps even more 
relevant are the questions are the questions in Appendix 1 of the 
faculty proposal relating to effectiveness of Instruction and success 
reached in actalning Instructional objectives. Again, how is that 
determined? If the objectives are clearly enouyh stated, could not a 
person from outside the discipline participate in a determination of 
whether those goals had been reached? That admission is made by the 
administrative proposal regarding a tenured instructor deemed unsatis- 
factory at the divisional level; the Dean’s plan mandates an extension of 





9 . 



the tean '. 7 ell the orlslnal peer jjroup. This is, of course, the 

» 

conclusion reached by a number of studies concerned trith evaluation. 

Ifest of the work done hy Cohen and Brewer (7), Israel (12), 0 * Conner (15), 
and nany others suggest that the ultimate criterion in evaluating teaching 
is the learning gain displayed by the student measured against the objective 
and goals of the instructor. Of course many faculty X 70 uld quickly counter 
that, while perhaps cognitive learning can be assessed, it is most difficult 
to measure affective learning. Many faculty would probably agree with 
Popham (17) and Gustad (10) that much work remains to be done in building 
tests t 7 hich really determine learning gain. Nevertheless, there is a 
challenge here. Government, industry and public pressures indicate that 
the time has come to produce some kind of visible evxdence that learning 
gains arc occurring. The United States Office of Education, for example, 
has created eighty-six positions on their staff. Calling them accomplish- 
ment auditors," they arc seeking to determine whether the millions of 
dollars spent by the federal government is expended wisely (18). It night 
be wiser for the academic community to construct such tools themselves 



rather than have them externally devised. 

^7ith regard to student participation, the profession does not appear 
to be in complete agreement. In a sampling of community college faculty 
opinion in California, the Pierce Study showed that 71% of tenured faculty 
and 73% of probationary faculty supported st:udent involvement in faculty 
evaluation (11). ^lany of the participants in the San Fnnclsco Workshop 
raised the typical questions of student input although most accepted it as 
necessary. Cohen, however, (6) questions student input = it may be 
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less than objective. ^ makes the same case, of course, for the lack 
of objectivity in peer and admJiistracive evaluation as he constructs the 
logic for what he considers the ultimate criterion — learning gain. 

Very high on most lists which designate areas of student 
competence in asessing instruction is the effectiveness of the teacher 
in stlimilatlng learning, the degree of interest which the course incokes, 
the format of the class and the materials used in teaching the course (9), 
Students themselves would tend to agree that these criteria are the most 
relevant (14). 

At any rate, both faculty and administrative thinking at Glendale 
College includes student evaluation as part of the process in assessing 
instruction. The faculty proposal is rather precise in pointing out 
what aspects of instruction can be evaluated. Factors dealing with 
content, style of presentation, and effectiveness in stimalatlng 
learning arc included as within the purview of the students. The depth 
of the \nstructor*s knowledge is not however, subject to review. Nor 
are the goals and objectives of the teacher to be evaluated by the students. 
Students might disagree, however, with the latter exclusion. In the 
last few years they seem less and less willing to accept externally 
applied objectives set by their professors. Or, conversely, students 
are reacting to the lack of clear objectives. But if the students 
dis^'^ee with the objectives of a course (assuming that they are made 
clear at the beginning of the class) some of them will undoubtedly make 
’’specific suggestions" which will be fed into both the self and peer 
aspects of evaluation. One of the most germane questions in the self- 
evaluation qtiadrant is the evaluatee's reaction to student input. 
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l^ORKTNG DRAFT! GUIDELINES FOR IMPROVEMENT OF INSTRUCTION 

IN THE CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES 



I, Evaluation of Faculty 

Local governing boards in consultation with faculty shall adopt rules 
and regulations establishing the specific procedures for evaluation 
of contract (fortner probationary) regular (formerly permanent) employees 
setting forth specific standards ▼■rtilch they expect their certificated 
en^loyees to meet in the performance of their duties. Such procedures 
and standards shall be uniform for all contract and be uniform for all 
regular employees of the district*! 

2 

XI. . Criteria for Evaluation' ^ 

The criteria upon which each faculty person is to be evaluated should 
include: 

(a) Expertise in subject matter. 

(b) Techniques of instruction. 

(c) Acceptance of responsibility. 

(d) Effectiveness of communication, 

(c) Accomplishment of instruction. 

Ill, Methods of Evaluation 

Evaluation should Include; 

(a) Self evaluation by the person evaluated. 

(b) Faculty peer evaluation ~ including in the area of his expertise. 

(c) Evaluation by students in classes and In extra curricular activities 
who have contact with the person evaluated. 



1 Senate Bill 696. 

^ Guidelines adopted by the Board of Governors in April 1971. 
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(d) Administrators, who shall review all reports of evaluation. 

(e) Final stimraation of the evaluation with the chlnic 2 *dmln- 
istratlon recommendations shall go to the board. 



IT. Number of Evaluations 



All contract teachers shall be evaluated at least once a year. 
All regular teachers shall be evaluated at least once every two 
years. ^ ^ 



V. Results of Negative Evaluation 



Local governing boards shall establish criteria on negative 
evaluation td>lch will be made known to all certificated 
personnel and which will result in: 

(a) Suspension from teaching. 

(b) Suspension from teaching and loss of all or part of the 
salary of the person suspended. 



(c) Possibility of postponement for one year before 
Imposing penalties. 

(d) Instances of negative evaluation which will result In dismissal. 



Senate Bill 696 

^ Guidelines adopted by the Board of Governors in April 1971. 
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PROCEDURES FOR EVALUATION AHO 1MPR0V©!BNT OP INSTRUCTION 

ISie following procedures ar<^. designed to In^rove Instruction, to 
identify and retain effectivil members of the professional staff and to 
P^®^-de assistance as sc>on as p*^r\sible to mend>ers of the professional 
staff who may be in need of help. 



In order for these procedures tK be truly effective certain assessment 
guidelines governing this process and important to its objectives are 
to be understood and implemented. These are; 

1. Individual differences among teachers, administrators, and staff 
are a strength to the total instructional program. 

2. The professional staff of the district shall have a part in 
the continuing development of a well organised and implemented 
in^rovement of instruction and evaluation program. 

3. The district { whenever possible, s^iall provide incentives for 
self improvement. 

A. The results of all evaluation procedures shall be clearly and 
concisely reviewed with the appropriate staff meraber. 

5. All members of the certificated staff shall be clearly informed 
on the procedures for the evaluation and improvement of in- 
struction. 

6. T^en position security is questioned or when an individual 
believes that an injustice has been done In personnel matters, 
he should have regularised means of review and hearing by a 
group in c^lch his peers are represented, (Academic Due Process 
Procedure) 

7. In evaluation of administrative personnel, a most important 
criterion should be the extent to which the positive leadership 
of the adminis tracer has enabled those in his area of authority 
to achieve success in their endeavors. 

8. Because of the nature of the administrator's role in the educa- 
tioiial program, administrative personnel should be evaluated both 
by those whom they x«ould lead and by those to whom they are 
responsible. 

9. The primary responsibility for improvement remains with the 
Individual staff member; however,a8sistance when needed shall 
be made available. 
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The in-service and the evaluation program is built around a series of 
performance studies and review on an annual basis. 

Peer and self-evaluation are basic in the evaluation process. In 
addition, follow-up conferences provide the member with face-to-face 
contact with evaluating staff menders and result in a written sunmary of 
his classroom procedures and/or other professional activiti^iE. A staff 
member may examine his folder at any time, and copies of any material 
placed in the folders as a result of the procedures herein outlined are 
given to the faculty member for his information and personal files. 

It is recognized that Placement Folders and certain letters of reconinenda- 
tion must, by their very nature, be confidential documents. Individual 
folders Involving this category are maintained in the Personnel Office, 
Board of Education. 

Certificated staff to be re-employed or recommended for tenure must 
fulfill their responslbilltes and duties as outlined in Board policies 
and administration procedures. 

Duties and responsibilities will be explained at the beginning of the 
school year to all new staff members and are included in the College 
P-culty Manual. 



The Procedure 

Ihe procedures include (1) self-evaluation, (2) student evaluation, and 
(3) In^rovement and evaluation of instruction. 

1. Self-evaluation 

Self-evaluation is essential as the first step in improving the quality 
of instruction. A review of the self-evaluation should be made orally 
in conference with the Individual's Iirprovenent of Instruction team. 

Items to be covered shall include all areas of performance and participation 
of the instructor In the total program, specifically including* 

A. Expertise In subject matter 

B. Techniques of instruction 

C. Acceptance of responsibility adjunct to the regular assignment 

D. Effectiveness of communication 

E. Effectiveness of instruction 

F. Review of student evaluation 

11. Student Evaluatic a 

Wie faculty, plus other staff members whose responsibility brings them 
into contact with a sufficiently large enough segment of students for 
a statistically valid rating to be given, shall participate in student 
evaluation procedures and review the results with the Inq>rovement of 
Instruction team during the self-evaluation conference. 
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IStBprovement and Evalujitioii of Instruction 

A* The Improvement of Instmction Visitation Cotanittee 

The Improvement of Instruction Visitation Cotwnittee for non-tenured 
teachers shall be composed of three members; the Dean of Instruction, 
the Division Chairman, and one tenured teacher. The members of 
this Committee visit the probationary instructor while that 
Instructor is conducting a class. The tenured instructor is 
selected by the probationary instructor from his division. 

All areas of performance and participation of the Instructor 
in the total program will be a consideration of the cormsittee. 

Such responsibilities adjunct to their regular assignment bnt 
not limited to attendance at faculty meeting, attendance at 
division meeting, service on curriculum. commit tees, participation 
in in-service program and professional attitude and growth are 
examples of professional responsibilities in addition to the class- 
room role. 

1. All non-tenured Instructors will be visited by the three 
staff member ^5 as follows; 

a. A preliminary visit by each visitor will occur to assess 
the 2xf activeness of the instructor to cause student 
learning and the Instructor's overall professional growth. 

b. Following the preliminary visit, the visi.tor will hold a 
conference with the Instructor to review his observe tionr 
and findings. 

c. Ir , as a result of the visit and conference, the visitor 
uoJ instructor agree that the latter's work is satisfactory 
thfr visitor will complete and file with the Dean of Instruc- 
tion a Visitation and Conference Report, Indicating satis- 
factory performance, and the visitation and evaluation 
process is con|>leted for that year. 

d. If, on the other hand, the visitor has doubts as to the 
effectiveness of the Instructor, he will Indicate his 
reservations during the conference and attempt to help the 
Instructor es^lore means for effecting improvement. In 
this case, no Visitation and Conference Report will be 
filed at this time. 

2. Subsequent follow-up visits and conferences will be held If 
reservations about the instructor's effectiveness and/or 
professional growth have been expressed. 



a. 'Hie visitor will re-visit and rc-confer as many times as 
he feels necessary and appropriate. 
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b. If the visits and conferences demonstrate the 

instruf^tor *s satisfactory performance, the visitor 
then file a Vlaltatlon and Conference Report, indicating 
thereon satisfactory performance, and the visitation and 
evaluation process v»lll be completed for that year. 

c« If, however, after appropriate follow-up, the visitor 

still feels that the instructor is not doing satisfactory 
work, he will file a report that clearly sets forth the 
problem and/or his reservations, and he will recoiranend 
on the report that an Evaluation Team be organized. 

3. All tenured Instructors will be vlsltfij at least once each two 
years in the classroom by his division chairman and one other 
tenured member of his division chosed by himself. 

a. Following the classroom observation, the visitors will 
hold conferences with the Instructor and submit Vi8ii::ation 
and Conference Reports to the Dean. 

b. Should either of the reports indicate unsatisfactory per- 
formance, the division chairman will select two additional 
members to make follow-up visits and conferences. Each 

of these menbers will also file a Visitation and Conference 
Report. 

c. Should one of the two above mentioned additional reports 
Indicate that the Instructor's performance and/or profes- 
sional growth is unsatisfactory, an evluatton team will 

be formed for further study and evaluation of the instructor. 

B. T he Evaluation Team 

l^en an Improvement of Instruction Team recommends that an 
Evaluation Team be formed based upon the faculty member's over- 
all performance such a team will be constituted. Hie team shall 
have the respcAV^ .blllty to evaluate the Instructor's total per- 
formance and tu-mulate a final recommendation. Such recoeuaanda- 
Cion shall be made to the President. 

1. The Evaluation Team shall be coitposed of five members: 

One faculty member from outside the division chosen by 
the division chairman. 

Two faculty members within the division chosen by the instructor. 
The instructor's division chairman. 

The Dean of Instruction 
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2. The Evaluation Team will meet before any action to review 
previous reports and suggested proposals for overall improve- 
ment of the instructor involved. Each member of the Evaluation 
Team will then visit the classes of the instructor as many 
times as necessary to assess the performance of the Instructor 
onvolved . 

3. Each member of the team will collect such other data as per- 
tains to the total performance of the instructor's duties as 
designated under "Instructor Duties and Responsibilities" in 
the Faculty Manual. 

4. Each member will confer with the instructor and sppr^ him of 
his findings. 

5. The folder of the Instructor will be made available to any 
member of the Evaluation Team. 

6. Following the conclusion of the visitations and collection 
of written reports, the chairman of the Evaluation Team r-*ll 
call together the Team for final action and recommendation. 

7. The Dean of Instruction shall act as chairman and presiding 
officer at the meetings of the Evaluation Team. 

8. This committee will review all facts and information available 
duirng this meeting. The instructor shall have the opportunity 
to initiate a written reaction to the evaluation. Such response 
shall become a permanent attachment to the employee's personnel 
file, 

9. The cuiiiiilttee will then develi^ and make a written recommenda- 
tion regarding the instructor's re-enployment or non-recmploy- 
ment and submit to the President. 

10. Hi no Instance shall the Evaluation Team take any final action 
until that Instructor has had the opportunity to appear before 
the Committee, 'flie Instructor may waive this opportunity. 
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IV, Calendar for Personnel Procedures 



Date Deadlines 



December 15 - All performance studies and reviews relating to 

probationary Instructions completed and recommenda- 
tions filed with the Dean of Instruction. 

Last Friday Before Christmas Vacation - Pormatlon of all Evalua- 
tion Committees as recommended. 

End of First Weeh In February - All permanent faculty scheduled 
for review evaluated by division personnel. 

End of February - All Evaluation Team reports and recommendations 
filed with the President. 

March 15 - Probationary instructors, whom the President will not 
recommend forre tent Ion, notified of right to 
hearing. 

First Board of Trustees Meeting In May - Recommendation for 

es^loyment or dismissal of probationary en^loyees 
presented to Trustees. Action Is taken by Board 
of Trustees, either to re»eiiq>loy or to dismiss. 
Instructors inf<^jnaed In xnrltlng of decision to 
dismiss or to re -employ. 
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f!?iyiP]^SS FOR THE EVALUATION AND IMPROVEMENT OF INSTRUCTION AND ADMINISTRATION 



1. introductitm. 

*nte following procedures are designed to in^rove Instruction and administration, 
to provide assistance as soon as possible to members of the professional staff who 
may be in need of help, and to assure orderly and fair procedures for the non- 
retention of faculty and administrators who cannot meet standards of professional 
competence* In order for these procedures to be truly effective certain assessment 
guidelines governing this process and important to its objectives are to be 
understood and inq)lemented. 

A. Individual difference among "teachers, administrators, aid other profession- 
al staff members are a strength to the total Instructional program. 

B. The professional staff of the district shall have a part in the continuing 
development of a veil -organized and inplemented program for the evaluation and 
improvement of instruction and administration. 

C. The district, whenever possible, shall provide incentives for self-iiq>roveraent . 

D. The results of all evaluations shall be clearly and promptly reviewed with 
Che person under evaluation* 

E* All members of the certificated staff shall be clearly informed on the 
pracedures for the evaluation and improvement of instruction and administration* 

F* I'/hen employn«nt status is placed in jeopardy or when an individual believes 
that an injustice has been done in personnel matters, he shall have regularised 
means of review and hearing by a group in which his peers are represented. 

(Academic Dure Process) 

G. In evaluation of administrative personnel, a most Important criterion 
should be the extent to which the positive leadership of the administrator has 
enabled those in his area of supervision to achieve success in their endeavors. 

H* Because of the nature of the administrator's role in the educational pro- 
gram, administrative personnel should be evaluated both by those whom they lead 
or serve, and by those to whom they are accountable in the institutional hierarchy. 

I. The primary responsibility for improvement remains with the individual 
staff member; however, assistance \ghen needed shall be made available, 

J. Evaluation of professional persons shall extend to their performance as 
professionals, and not to Irrelevant, immaterial, or trivial matters. 

K, A professional staff member may examine his evaluation folder at any tliiie 
anc* copies of any and all material placed in the folder as a result of this evalua- 
tion procedure shall be given to the person under evaluation for hit personal files. 

L, Evaluation should be understood as a process i nvolving criteria and pro- 
cedures, rather than an Isolated event. 
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M. this evaluation policy is intended to inspire confidence rather than 
fear, and to be supportive by removing threats of arbitrary punishment 
and punishment ror Improper reasons. 

II. Evaluation of Instructors 

A. Division level evaluation. 

1. Peer Committee. 

a. Peer Committee shall be constituted as provided 
in <^penJix 3. Mer*ership on the Peer Committee shall be designated 
in the semester prior to the actual evaluation, in order to give Peer 
Committee members c e unit asslgtied time for this duty. 

b. Ihc Peer Committee shall receive and become familiar with 
the Self-Evaluation (Appendix I) and the Student-Evaluation (Appendix 2). 

c. The Dean of Instruction may submit to the Peer Conanittee 
written information of an evaluative nature about the person under 
evaluation. Such information is to be considered advisory and not directive. 
Negative information shall be fHilly supported and documented, and hearsay 
evidence is to be discounted. The person under evaluation shall also be 
sent a copy of such information in order to have the opportunity to prepare 
and submit a rebuttal to the Peer Committee. 

d. The Peer Committee shall conduct such visits and discussions 
as provided in Appendix 3. 

e. At the conclusion of their Investigations the Peer 
Committee shall vote either "satisfactoiry'’ or ’'unsatisfactory*' on the person 
under evaluation. As a general policy, the evaluation team should concentrate 
oti making recommendations for imr rovement for the person who is under review 
for the first time. The team should make a finding of "satisfactory” in order 
to give the person the opportunity to make the necessary im proveroetits in his 
job performance. The team should reserve the finding of ''unsatisfactory" 

for extraordinary cases and for second and subsequent instances in which 
person is under review. 

f. In the event of a ”sf?t is factory” vote, the Division Chairman 
shall send a letter to this effect to the Dean of Instruction and the case 

will be closed and no further action taken. The Division Chairman nay recommend 
permanent status for probationary instructors in their first year. 

g. In the event of a split vote, or a vote of "unaat:* a factory” 
the Extended Peer Committee shall be constituted. 
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2 . "Extended Peer Committee 

a. The two members of the Peer Committee shall select one 
additional person, and the three persons shall constitute the Extended Peer 
Coninittee. If the two members cannot agree on a third person, each of the 
two shall place the name of his nominee for the thirc parson on a piece of 
paper. Tlie two folded pieces of paper shall then be put in a hat, and the 
person under evaluation shall draw one of the names. The person so selected 
shall become the third member of the Extended Peer Cocinlttee. 

b. Ihe Extended Peer Committee shall conduct such additlanal 
investigations as shall seem necessary to them. 

c. At the conclusion of their investigations the Extended 
Peer Cotmittee shall vote either "satisfactory" dr "unsatisfactory" 
on the person under evaluation. 

d. In the event of a "satisfactory" vote, the Division 
Chairman shall send a letter to this effect to the Dean of Instruction and 
the case will be closed and no further action taken. 

e. In the event of an *Hmsatisfactory" vote, the Extended Peer 
Committee shall prepare a specific narrative report of the problems they 
observed which support their judgment of ’Wsatis factory." 11418 report shall 
not contain any material that is specifically prohibited by Section III, 

A-H of this policy. 

f. In signing and forwarding the "unsatisfactory" report to the 
Dean of Instruction, theDlvision Chairman is certifying that he believes the 
judgment in the report to be factually sxipported and that the support does not 
depend upon anything prohibited by Section III, A-H of this policy. The 
person under evaluation shall also sign a statement indicating that he is 
familiar v^ith its contents* 

g. One week prior to the due date of the report to the Dean of 
Instruction, the report shall be forwarded to the person under evaluation 
as provided in Section IV, A of this policy. 

h. All working papers and notes developed dufing the investiga- 
tions of the Peer Committee and the Extended Peer Comnlttee shall be delivered 
to the person under evaluation for his personal use. A copy of the report 

to the Dean o£ Instruction shall be retained and filed by the Division 
Chairman, and a copy provided to the person under evaluation. Rccomraiindatlons 
for professional improvement made by the Peer Committee or Extended Peer 
Committee shall be given to the person under evaluation and filed by the 
Division Chairman. 
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B. Af’sdniitrative level evaluation. 

1. Pull scale review, 

a. The Dean of Instruction shall head an evaluation '-©am 
In order to conduct a full scale review of faculty tnenljers vdio have been 
judged Hinsatisfactory” by their peers in their division level evaluations. 

No full sMle review may be initiated unless and until a judgment of "unsatis- 
factory has been received about an Instructor from his Division Chairman 
during the current semester. 



b. The avaluatlon team shall consJ;«t of five persons? 

the Division Chairman of the division involved, a faculty member appointed by 
the person under evaluation, the Dean of Instruction, and tuo other members 
chosen by the first three. In the event that the Division Chairman is the 
person under evaluation, the Dean of Instruction shall appoint another faculty 
menber to fill the Division Chairman’s place on the team. 

c. The evaluation team shall review the division report 
that was written in support of the '’unsatisfactory" evaluation, the team 
shall also receive and study the student evaluation and self evaluation. 

Each case being different, the team shall outline a pattern of action to 
follov^ given the specific case at hands Yi\e actions taken by the team 
shall include such visits and conferences as may seem necessarv in order to 
reach a valid judgment about the person under evaluation. 

d. At the conclusion of the evaluation team’s investigations, 
but prior to their vote, the person under evaluation may appear before the 
team. The team shall discuss their findings with the person under evaluation 
and he shall be provided the opportunity to respond and explain. 

e. After the person under evaluation has been provided with 
ample opportunity to present his case, he may be excused. The team shall then 
have final discussions prior to voting either "satisfactory’* or **unsatisfactorv" 
on the person under evaluation, 

f. The Dean of Instruction shall notify the person under 

evaluation inmedlately on the result of the vote taken by the full scale 
eyaluatl^ team. In the event of a "satisfactory" vote, the Dean of Instruc- 
tion send letters to this effect to the College President, the appropri- 

ate Division Chairman, and the person under evaluation. This closes the case 
and no further action shall be taken. 



8* In Che event of an "unsatisfactory" vote, the Dean of 
Instruction shall inform the person under evaluation of his right to counsel 
^ subsequent proceedings, and of his rights in all subsequent proceedings. 
The Dean of Ins traction^ shall then send a letter notifying the College Presi- 
dent, the appropriate Division Chairman, and the person under evaluation of 
the unsatisfactory evaluation and of the date of the President’s Hearing. 
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h. Follcswlng a vote of "unsatisfactory,'* the full scale evaluation 
team shall compose a careful and specific report of their findings in support 
of their judgment. This report shall not contain any inattrial specifically 
prohibited by Section III, A-H of this policy • The report will be prepared 
for the signature of the College President, and addressed to the Board of 
Education of this District. 

2 . President ’ s Hearing , 

a. The person under "unsatisfactory” evaluation by a full scale 
evaluation team shall have a hearing with the College President, and may 
state his case. At this hearing he may be accompanied by his Counsel. The 
Dean of Instruction and the Division Chairman will be included, unless 
inappropriate. 

b. The College President shall affirm that this report is the sum 
total of evaluative coraraunicatlon to the. Board regarding the person under 
evaluation. This is to Insure that nothing prohibited under Section III, 

A-H of this policy can be a factor in penalizing the person under evaluation. 

c. The College President may decide against sending the 'Wsatls- 
factory" report to the Board, thereby closing the case. 

d. The College President shall inform the person under "unsatis- 
factory evaluation of the penalty he Is recomnending to the Board in a 
separate letter. He shall explain ho\^ this penalty is appropriate and is 
supported by the facts in the report by the Full Scale Review team. 

e. In signing and forwarding the "unsatisfactory" report to the 
Board, the College President is certifying that he believes that the judgment 
in the report is factually supported and that the support does not depend upon 
anything prohibited by Section III, A-H of this policy. 

f. One week prior to the due date of the report to the Board, 
the report shall be forwarded to the person under evaluation as provided 
in Section TV, A of this policy, 

C. Board Action 

1. Upon receipt of an "unsatisfactory" evaluation of a certificated 
enf»loyec of the GCCD, accompanied by the College President's recommendation 
of a specific penalty for that person, the Board of Education shall proceed 
with the requirements specified by law. 

2. If the governing board decides it intends to dismiss or penalize 
a contract or regular employee, is shall deliver a written statement, 

duly signed and verifed, to the employee, setting forth the complete 
and precise decision of the governing board and the reasons therefore. 

(Ed, Code 13482,35) Such reasons cannot depend upon anything specifically 
prohibited by Section III, A-H of this policy. 
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III. Protections and guarantees provided to the person under evaluation. 

*’’® procedural guarantees by putting 

1 « iut nf a*'® a®°'*® substance of evaluation. These limits deflne^what 
out of bounds so that the evaluators must focus only on what Is oro- 
fessionally relevant. Without these limits the person undeTevaluatlon 
Is vulnerable to having his eng>loyment status placed in jeopardy through 
the smallest breach of an undefined bias. Under such tyranny tL teaching 

®'’® mediocrity. a^tSrpubllc * 

cenSarrr^i accordingly. Iherefore, these llmltatlLs are 

central to the goal of Improving instruction and administration. 

oh No valuation has any concern with matters within the scope 

’'*® ®®“'’® ofAcademic Freedom as defined in this 
^ !!® statement on Academic Freedom. A judgement of 

^Xic ^eedL.'"““‘ ®" ®“® 8 ation that violates 

orthodoxy In teaching methods, 

techniques, or point of view. A variety of approaches serves the needs 

w ?““'® ®"® P>^®f0P0lonal person to cho^rhis o^ 

not ^ “ ®’*® * jcdgement of "unsatisfactory" can- 

technlcur'’ornoint''oA“^^®®^^^^^ ®'‘® ^®®‘' orthodoxy in ^thod, 
«dm?ni 2 tnlt? “^4^? ^ behsvlor In the classroom or in the 

to^mnort actually reduces job effectiveness can be used 

to support an unsatisfactory" judgment, 

i.j v*" interest of the academic profession to encouraee 

of "uns^^S«oL"” °r employee organizations. A judgment 

shln'^ir^nfoP^Mo T"“ «“PPorted because of a person's member^ 
snip in a professional or employee organization. 

Hf^a he concerned in any way with the private 

life of the Instructor or ^.dminlstrator . A judgment of ''unsatisfactorv" 
c^not be supported with allegations relating to the outside political^ 

E. No evaluation l«-t be concerned with the manner in which the 

exer™snncludL*'tL'’r*“®4ir“^ rights and responsibilities when that 
aJ^d nolicJ«^n? criticism of, the personnel 

Minion^ A?f f’’®. District Office, or the Bo«d of 

Shall ir^n exercise of professional rights and responsibilities 

In eb*=eiig)ts, and in the public Interest and 

n the beat Interest of the academic pro/esalon, and of the College It 

aunlo^Ld “ reprisal, A judgment of "unsatisfactory" cannot be 

PP with an allegation that the person opposed or criticized 
any can,.us or district administrator. Board m^er. or policy? 

of civil Interest to promote the exercise 

f ^ political rights, especially for members of the 
academic profession. judgment of "unsatisfactory" cannot be supported 
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by an allegation that the peraon exercised a civil or political 
right protected by the Constitution of the United States. 

G. It is in the public interest to preserve and promote individual 
choice and expression in the area of private taste, etc. Factors 

such as fashion in personal dress, hair style, personality expression, 
and friendships are only remotely related to professional competence. 

A judgment of "unsatisfactory ’’cannot be supported by an allegation 
that means, essentially, that the person "does not get ale ^5". Only 
such matters that have actually resulted In persistent and serious 
dlaabillty to perform In the classroom or in the administrative job 
can be used to support an "unsatisfactory" judgment. 

H. Some college and Board regulations are of major importance 

to the conduct of classroom Instruction and the operation of the College. 

An evaluation of ’Sinsat is factory" that is supported by allegations of 
breach of campus or Board regulations must also prove that the alleged 
violations took place, and that they have had major consequences on 
classroom instruction or the operation of the college. 

TV, Procedure through which the person under evaluation takes corrective 
action on Inproper '\msatls factory" evaluations. 

A. All reports in support of "unsatisfactory” judgments going 
from the Division Chairman to the Dean of Instruction, or from the College 
President to the Board shall be submitted to the person under evaluation 
no later than one week prior to their due late. This will allow the 
person under evaluation to determine if corrective action needs to be 
taken. Evaluations may not be fonwirded before the due date unless and 
until they have been released by the person under evaluation or by the 
Judicial Board. 

B. If, in the judgment of the person under evaluation, an 

’Hinsat is factory" judgment is being supported by one or more of the Immaterial 
matters specifically prohibited by Section III, A-H above, the person under 
evaluation may take the following actions; 

I. Request to the Division Chairman or to the College President 
that the prohibited material be deleted from the reemnmendation, and 
that the overall judgment be reassessed In the light of this revision. 

a. If, upon resubmlsslon to the person under evaluation, the 
revised report no longer contains material prohibited by Sectionlll, A-H 
above, it shall be released and sent forward. The person under eval- 
uation may submit a letter to accompany the report. 

b. If, in the judgment of the person under evaluation, the 
report still contains material prohibited by Section III, A-H above, 
he may request the Judicial Board to make a determination under the 
Academe Due Process. 
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2, *nie Judicial Board may make one of the following findings; 

a. Hiat the report is not being si:q>ported by material 
prohibited by Section III, A-H above, and the facts contained in the 
report are sufficient to support the 'Hinsa tie factory*' judgment. 

b. That the report is being supported by material prohibited 
by Section III, A-H above. In this case the Judicial Board shall direct 
that the prohibited si^portlng material be deleted and that the overall 
evaluation be changed from "unsatisfactory" to "satisfactory" for lack 
of evidence. 

V. In-Service Training 

A. In college-wide program of in-service training shall be 
established and supervised by the Dean of Instruction. 

B. In -Service Training includes conducting and attending 
workshops, seminars institutes, and lectures; making visits to off-canpus 
sources of aid and information; doing research in your field nhat will 
aid instruction and administration; and doing field work in your subject 
area that contributes toward Improving instruction and administration. 

C. Incentive awards are designed primarily to assure that the 
desired activities take place, in order to improve instruction and 
administration. In order to maximize participation in the in-service 
training program, the following incentives are established; 

1. Preparation of a workshop, seminar, or institute, and 
presenting it to those in attendance will be compensated at th<' rate 

of one semester unit salary credit for each three hours of presentation. 
Those already in the top salary column will be compensated at the rate 
of $50.00 for each three hours of presentation. 

2. Attending a workshop, seminar, or institute shall be 
compensated at the rate of one-half semester unit salary credit for 
each three hours in attendance. Those already in the top salary column 
shall be compensated at the rate of $25.00 for each three hours in 
attendance . 

3. Preparation of, and delivery of a lecture will be conpensa- 
ted at the rate of one-half semester unit of salary credit for each hour 
of presentation. 

4. Attendance at a lecture shall be coopensated at the rate 
of one-third semester unit of salary credit for each hour in attendance. 
Those already in the top salary coltimn shall be compensated at the rate 
of $25.00 for the presentation and $10.00 for attendance at a lecture. 
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4. Attendance at a lecture shall be compensated at the rate of 
one-third semester unit of salary credit for each hour in attendance. 
!Hiose already in the top salary column shall be compensated at the rate 
of $25.00 for the presentation and $10.00 for attendance at a lecture. 

5. Attendance at a three to five-hour professional conference 
will be compensated at the rate of one-half semester unit of salary 
credit. Those already in the top salary column shall be conpensated 
at the rate of $25.00. 



6. Visiting another college ^^anpus or other source of instruc- 
tional information or resources will be compensated at the rate of one 
semester unit of salary credit for each three hours. Those already 

in the top salary column shall be compensated at the rate of $50.00 for 
each hour of visit. 

7. Conducting approved research in your field that yields 
instructional or administrative benefits shall be conpensated at the 
rate of one semester unit salary credit for each 40 hours of research. 
Those already in the top salary column shall be compensated at the rate 
of $35.00 for each five hours. 

8. Performing field work in your area of specialization (or 
in related areas) shall be conpensated at the rate of one sen»ster 

unit of salary credit for each eight hours of field work. Ihose already 
in the top salary column shall be compensated at the rate of $50.00 for 
each eight hours of field work, 

9. Publication of scholarly works shall be compensated at the 
rate of one to five semester units of salary credit. Those already at 
the top of the salary column shall be compensated at the rate of $50.00 
per unit. 
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FACULTY SENATE Ti^OPOSAL 
APPENDIX I 

SELF-EVALUATION OF INSIRUCTm 

I. Rationale; Self-evaluation by each Instructor may be helpful In 
(1) defining the goals of a course, (2) assessing his preparation for 
teaching that course, and (3) evaluating his performance. 

However, it Is necessary to bear in mind that self-evaluation 
cannot all be taken at face-value; soir3 teachers may be far more 
critical than others. 

II. Method; Each instructor should fill out the Self-Evaluation 
questionnaire, and turn in to his Peer Comnlttee a copy for each 
member, at least one week before they are due to meet with him. 

III. Questionnaire ; (Please answer on a separate sheet or sheets, 

numbering your answers; sign each sheet, and staple to this questionalre.) 

Expertise in subject-matter; 

1. Have you made yourself k 20 wledgeable In all areas of the subject- 
matter of your courses? (Please answer separately for different 
subjects taught.) 

2. In what areas of teaching your subject (s) are you strong? 

3. In what areas of teaching your subject (s) are you weaker? 

4. T'Jhat are you doing, and what do you prooose to do, in order 
to ijqjrove the areas in which you are weaker? 

5. What are you doing to keep up with developments in your field (s)? 

Instruction; techniques, effectiveness; 

6. Have you established clear course objectives? 

7. What techniques do you use in presenting the material in your 
course? 

8. iThat techniques do you use in testing student comprehension, 
and how frequently? 

9. How do your techniques of testing student comprehension also 
test you effectiveness in teaching the subject? 

10. IThat techniques have you tried and abandoned, or tried and 
adopted? 

Review of student evaluation; 



11. In what ways do you respond to, accept, or reject student 
evaluation of you as a teacher? 

Acceptance of responsibilities adjunct to the regular assignment; 

12. Do you make yourself sufficiently available to students outside 
the c7.ass? 

13. Do ycur students take sufficient advantage of your availability 
otttslde of class? 

14. TThat could you do to encourage students to take advantage of 
special help you can offer? 

l'>. Do you have any departmental or divisional responsibilities beyond 
your egular assignments? 

16. Do you have any extra-curricular activities? 







FACULTY SENATE PROPOSAL 
APPENDIX 2 

STUDENT EVALUATION OF INSTOUCTOR 



I. -Rationale 

Under the present conditions of instruction, students arc the only 
direct observers of Ifiie total Instructional process. As such, they 
can provide information useful to the isprovement of instruction if 
they are asked the right questions. The College must insure that the 
student voice be both fair and effective, recognizing the potential 
as well as the limitations of the student as an evaluator of the 
Instructor. 

II. the Student Role 

A. Aspects of instruction in which the student can evaluate 

1. The extent of clarity In stating course objectives 

2. The effectiveness of the teacher in stimulating learning 

3. The degree of interest the course provoked for the particular 
student doing the evaluating 

4. The student's reaction to classroom styles and formats 

5. The student's suggestions for the improvement of the 
instruction being evaluated 

B. Aspects of instruction which the student can NOT evaluate 

1. The depth of the instructor's scholarship 

2. The long-range effect of the Instruction received 

3. The instructor's goals and objectives 

III. Method 

A. During the fall semester of each year, the students will evaluate 
instruction. In the interests of fairness and accuracy, all 
classes of each instructor shall be polled. 

B. The ASB Legislature will appoint a Student Evaluation Commission 
Chairman and members to administer the evaluation. The Dean 

of Student Activities will be responsible for the accuracy of the 
evaluation process, including accounting for used and unused 
questionaires. 

C. The following steps will be taken! 

1. The Student Evaluation Commission will fill envelopes with the 
same number of questionaires as students enrolled in the classes 
to be evaluated. The following information will appear on 
the outside of each envelope: 

a. Instructor's name 

b. Course name 

c. Days and hotnrs class meets 



35 



2 



APPENDIX 2 



2. The envelopes will be placed in the instructor's boxes 
over a period of five days. Ihe instructors will have two 
weeks (from the last day envelopes are issued) within which 
they must have their classes evaluated. 

3. On evaluation day the instructor will accomplish the following; 

a. In the spaced provided on the outside of the envelope, he 

will sign his name and the number of students actually 
in class. 

b. He will then turn over the envelope to a competent student 
in the class » who will r t as clerk to administer the 
evaluation while the Instructor steps out of the room, 

4, llie evaluation will proceed as follows* 

a. Ihe student clerk will open the envelope and read a set 
of instructions to the class. He will then distribute 
the evaluation questionnaires to the students, wait 
until they are filled out, and collect them. (All 
evaluation questionnaires will be returned to the 
envelope, including the blank ones.) 

b. The student clerk will then take the envelope to Ad 106 
and deposit it in the ballot box outside that office. 

5, The Student Evaluation Comnlssion will have the results of the 
evaluation tabulated and distributed to faculty and students. 
Completed questionnaires will be kept for one semoster, in 
case any question of accuracy Is raised. 

IV. Questionnaire 

Attached is a sample of the instrument to be used in the student 

evaluation of instruction. 
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GLENDALE COLLEGE 
STUDENT EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE 



COURSE NAME 



INSTRUCTOR'S NAME 



Please evaluate the instructor of this course. Your are our best 
source of informtlon for in?>roving his teaching. Evaluate your 
instructor on a 1 through 5 basis. Questions 1 through 9 are answered 
on the coniputer card. Question 10 is answered at the bottom of this 
page. DO NOT IDENTIFY YOURSELF. 



5 -—EXCELLENT 

^ — -ABOVE AVERAGE 

3 AVERAGE 

2- BELOl'J AVERAGE 

1 - POOR 



1. The Instructor defines the goals of the course clearly. 

2. Tlie instructor presents the material clearly and is willing to 
explain further if asked. 

3. The Instructor defines your responsibility in reaching these 
goals clearly. 

4. The Instructor attempts to make the class stimulating and Interesting. 

5. Ihe instructor's routine Is professional. (Begins class on time, 
treats students equally, uses class time on course -related material). 

6. You are able to get personal help from this instructor If you need it. 

7. The grading poicies of this instructor thus far have appeared fair. 

8. Hie instructor tolerates expiesslons of opinions differing from 
his own. 

9. How strongly would you recommend this Instructor to a good friend 
whose educational goals are similar to yours? 



10. I'hat specific suggestions do you have for the improvement of this 
teacher's instruction? 

(Hiese suggestions will be handed to the instructor and will not 
be published.) 



